
WILMER,  CUTLER & PICKERING 
2 4 4 5  M STREET N w 

WASHINGTON D C 20037-*120 

RECEIVED 

November 18,2003 NOV 1 8 2003 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of the Secretary 
445 12" Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C 20554 

RE: Petitions of WorldCom, Inc. and AT&T Communications of 
Virginia, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the 
Communications Act for Preemption of the Junsdiction of the 
Virginia State Corporation Commission Regarding 
Interconnection Disputes with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for 
Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Numbers 00-218 & 00-251 

Dear Ms. Dortch 

Enclosed for filing please find an original and four copies of Verizon Virginia 
Inc.'s Reply to AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing in the above-referenced proceeding. I am 
also providing an additional copy to be file-stamped and returned to me. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 202.663.6455 should you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

& % & m i L .  
Lynn Charytan 
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Before the  RIGI IN^^, EIVED 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 NOV 1 8 2003 
In the Matter of 
Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuant 
to Section 252(e)(5) of the 
Communications Act for Expedited 
Preemption of the Jurisdiction of the 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
Regarding Interconnection Disputes 
with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for 
Expedited Arbitration 

In the Matter of 
Petition of Cox Virginia Telecom, Inc., etc. 

In the Matter of 
Petition of AT&T Communications of 
Virginia Inc., etc. 

CC Docket No. 00-249 

CC Docket No. 00-251 

VERIZON VIRGINIA INC.’S REPLY 
TO AT&T/WORLDCOM COMPLIANCE FILING 

Verizon Virginia Inc. (“Verizon V A )  hereby replies to the compliance filing submitted 

by AT&TIWorldCom in the above-referenced proceeding. As a threshold matter, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing cannot make up for the fact that the CLECs’ non- 

recumng cost model is inherently flawed and should not have been selected at all. In particular, 

the model improperly shifts most non-recurring costs to recurring rates, and thereby requires 

Verizon VA to bear the financial risk of the CLECs’ entry. And the model drastically 

understates even the costs it does estimate, leading to substantial underrecovery of Verizon VA’s 

costs and further subsldizing the CLECs. The compliance filing does nothing to correct these 

deficiencies: although it now includes seven additional non-recurring rates, those rates are 



unsupported and understated, and the model still fails to account for dozens of rates that relate to 

very real non-recurring costs that Verizon VA does and will incur. 

1. AT&T/WorldCom’s Non-Recurring Model Is Inconsistent with Commission 

Precedent and Basic Principles of Cost Recovery. As the August 29,2003 Memorandum 

Opinion and Order (the “Order”) itself recognizes, AT&T/WorldCom’s model “recovers more 

costs through recurring charges” even though those costs are non-recurring in nature. Order P 

584. The Commission’s rules and decisions, however, firmly establish that UNE costs should be 

recovered in the manner they are incurred. Indeed, with respect to non-recurring costs in 

particular, the Commission has consistently recognized that “LECs should . . . recover through 

an NRC their full one-time costs of providing, terminating or modifying a[] . . . service. This is 

consistent with our policies encouraging the recovery of costs from cost causers and would 

reduce the subsidy of short-term users by longer term customers.”” 

By shifting non-recurring costs to recurring rates, AT&T/WorldCom’s model requires 

Verizon VA to bear the CLECs’ risk of entry. But as the Commission previously has found, 

“LECs should not be forced to underwrite th[is] risk.”.2’ This sends artificial and incorrect 

economic signals to CLECs, and promotes inefficient entry. In addition, it virtually ensures 

underrecovery of Verizon VA’s costs. Verizon VA will incur its non-recurring costs upfront, 

now, and will only recover them, if at all, over time, in periodic payments from an ever-changing 

- I’ 

Recurring Charges, 2 FCC Rcd 3498,3501-02 ¶¶ 32-33 (1987) (‘“on-Recurring Charges 
Order”); see also id. 3499 ¶ 12, 3502 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 11  FCC Rcd 15499, 15874 ¶ 143 (1996) (“Local Competition 
Order”). 

Memorandum Opinion and Order, Investigation of Interstate Access TarzyNon- 

35; First Report and Order, Implementation of the 

Second Report and Order, Local Exchange Carriers’ Rates, Terms, and Conditions for 
Expanded Interconnection through Physical Collocation for Special Access and Switched 
Transport, 12 FCC Rcd 18730,18750 ¶ 33 (1997). 



group of CLECs. In effect, the Order requires Verizon VA to act as the CLECs’ banker, 

extending interest-free credit. To even begin to produce adequate recovery would require 

estimating how long the average customer will take service - an uncertain exercise that will 

seriously increase Verizon VA’s risk. And that risk is particularly acute, given the high rate of 

chum among CLEC customers. As MCI itself noted, nearly 50% of its customers turn over 

within three months.3/ The continued spate of CLEC bankruptcies only exacerbates this risk. 

Further, the idea that the recurring rates set by the Order somehow cover non-recumng 

costs makes no sense. The CLECs’ modified universal service model understates loop costs, 

and the Order’s radically low high capacity loop rates do not even purport to be based on costs. 

Moreover, Verizon VA’s recurring cost models for all the remaining UNEs -- including 

switching, transport, subloops, dark fiber, and others -- were never designed to recover non- 

recurring costs. 

Even where AT&T/WorldCom agree that the costs for certain tasks should be recovered 

on a non-recurring basis, their model significantly understates the relevant costs. For this reason, 

as well, the model should have been rejected. While the Commission has recognized that 

incumbents have a right to recover their one-time costs of “providing, terminating or modifying 

a[] . . . service,” Non-Recurring Charges Order at 3501-02 ‘Ap[ 32-33, and has rejected claims 

that hypothetical TELRIC assumptions are a basis to deny such recovery, ‘ AT&T/WorldCom’s 

- 3/ Report and Order and Order on Remand and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, CC 
Docket Nos. 01-338,96-98,98-147, FCC 03-36, I 4 7 1  (re. Aug. 21,2003) (“Triennial Review 
Orde?). 

Local Competition Order at 15692 382; Third Report and Order and Fourth Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996,15 FCC Rcd 3696,3784 ¶ 193 (1999); Reply Brief for 
Petitioners United States and the FCC, Verizon Communications, Znc. v. FCC, Nos. 00-51 1 et al., 
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model is flatly inconsistent with this precedent. Their model is based on extreme hypothetical 

assumptions that drive rates down well below cost. 

For example, while the Commission’s rules require that rates be based on only “currently 

available” technology, 47 C.F.R. 5 51. 505(b)(l); Triennial Review Order¶ 670 n.2020, the 

Order itself acknowledges that AT&T/WorldCom model instead assumes technology that is 

merely “theoretically feasible,” even if it is not actually available at all. Order¶ 568. Thus, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s model reduces non-recurring costs based on the premise of “theoretically 

feasible” OSS and other technologies that allegedly would allow most tasks to be performed in 

an automated fashion. But such technology does not actually exist, and no carrier can achieve 

the idealistic 2% fallout AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize. Of course, the hypothetical 

assumptions themselves are based solely on the subjective opinion of the CLECs’ subject matter 

experts, who do not have any experience provisioning UNEs; their proposals thus are not 

constrained by any real-world considerations. The result is not just hypothetical technological 

assumptions, but time and frequency estimates that are well below the real-world times and 

frequencies of performing relevant tasks. Based on these various fictions, AT&T/WorldCom’s 

model precludes Verizon VA from recovering the very one-time costs that the Commission has 

declared incumbents have a right to recover. 

2. AT&T/WorldCom 3 Compliance Filing Does Nothing to Correct These 

Shortcomings. The Bureau invited AT&T/WorldCom to submit certain non-recuning rates that 

were absent from their model as part of their compliance filing. That compliance filing does 

nothing to redress the serious shortcomings described above. In fact, it underlines them: 

at 10 n.7 (July 2001) (“FCC Reply Br.”) (“[Tlhe [I suggestion . . . that TELRIC authorizes 
regulators to require incumbents to modify, ‘for free,’ loops to facilitate certain advanced 
services ignores express FCC directions to the contrary.”) (citations omitted). 
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AT&T/WorldCom’s original model included only 31 NRCs (plus another 18 separately stated 

disconnection NRCs); their compliance adds another seven. Yet Verizon VA proposed rates for 

115 non-recurring tasks. See Order W5581-82. And the seven new rates AT&T/WorldCom do 

submit simply reaffirm that the CLECs’ non-recurring cost model is inherently unreliable. In 

developing the new non-recurring rates that the Order required, AT&T/WorldCom used times 

and work activities that are simply created out of thin air. They provide no empirical or 

objective support for these inputs: instead, they rely on nothing more than a citation to the 

speculations of their so-called subject matter experts -- paid consultants who have never even 

provisioned UNEs. 

As Verizon VA witness Louis Minion explains in the attached declaration, for example, 

the only support AT&T/WorldCom provide for their proposed Manual Loop Qualification rate is 

the assertion that “modern databases” “should” make it possible to pull loop makeup information 

manually and transmit it to a CLEC in only half an hour. AT&T/WorldCom do not identify the 

allegedly relevant databases or systems, nor do they submit any testimony explaining how the 

time savings is accomplished. See Minion Decl. ¶ 6. This type of baseless assertion exemplifies 

the fundamental flaw with respect to all of the rates produced by the CLECs’ model, not just the 

new ones the Order requires: the rates reflect no informed estimate of the real-world forward- 

looking costs of performing the non-recurring work activities that are required to provide UNEs. 

As Mr. Minion further demonstrates, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed non-recurring rates 

also ignore various necessary tasks altogether, and understate the times needed to perform even 

those that they recognize. For example, as Mr. Minion shows, AT&T/WorldCom omitted 

several steps necessary with respect to generate an engineering work order. See id. 1 12, Attach. 

A at 4. And their proposed rate for load coil removal accounts only for the time of field 
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technicians, and simply disregards the time that would be involved in planning the job and 

dispatching the field technicians, which is done by other employees. See id. ¶ 16. The load coil 

removal rate also reflects significantly understated work times that are inconsistent with 

AT&T/WorldCom’s own assumptions: in one case, they include the time for two technicians for 

two-thirds of a job, and then just assume away the existence of that technician, who would 

nonetheless he out on the job site, for the remainder of the time. Id. ‘l[p 16-21. 

3. AT&T/WorldCom ’s Model Improperly Includes Non-Recurring Rates for Resale. 

AT&T/WorldCom have proposed non-recurring charges for total service resale. 

AT&T/WorldCom’s testimony before the Bureau did not advocate separate non-recurring 

charges for resale. Nor would this make sense: The Order adopts Verizon’s methodology (with 

only minor changes) for calculating resale rates, Order m674, 693,697, and Verizon’s 

methodology (and the resulting resale discount) already accounts for any avoided non-recurring 

costs. See Minion Decl. ¶ 25. It thus would make no sense to further reduce the rates for non- 

recurring retail services. In any event, AT&T/WorldCom’s resale-related non-recurring rates 

would be invalid: those rates, like AT&T/WorldCom’s other non-recumng rate proposals, are 

based on its interpretation of the TELRIC rules for UNE rates. But as the Order itself 

specifically noted, TELRIC is relevant only to pricing of UNEs, not resale. Order ¶ 674. Resale 

under the plain language of 47 U.S.C. 5 252(d)(3), turns on the “retail rates charged to 

subscribers.” Accordingly, the Bureau should reject the non-recurring charges for resale from 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing. 

4. Non-recurring costs should be recovered from the CLEC that causes them, 

regardless of whether some other carrier might benefit in the future. The Bureau invited the 

parties to consider “a method to implement . . . cost sharing” for conditioning on the theory that 
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the work “may in the future benefit other competitive LECs, or Verizon’s own xDSL service.” 

Order 9[ 644. Such cost sharing is inappropriate. The CLEC that causes the cost and enjoys the 

benefit of the service provision should bear that cost. Any method of cost sharing that shields 

the CLEC from the costs it causes the ILEC to incur would send incorrect economic signals 

about the costs of entry and customer acquisition and would shift the risks of entry from the 

CLEC to the ILEC. In any event, as even AT&T/WorldCom acknowledge, there is no 

administrable or reliable means for implementing cost sharing in a way that ensures that each 

carrier bears an appropriate share of costs. 

Submitted by, 

Lynn R. Charytan 
Samir C. Jain 
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering 
2445 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037-1420 
(202) 663-6000 

Michael E. Glover 
Karen Zacharia 
Leslie V. Owsley 
Donna M. Epps 
Verizon 
15 15 North Court House Road 
Fifth Floor 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 351-3100 

Dated: November 18,2003 
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Venzon Virginia Inc.’s Reply to AT&T/ WorldCom Compliance Filing, were served by 
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Tamara Preiss Mark A. Keffer 
Federal Communications Commission 
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Federal Communications Commission 
Pncing Policy Division 
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Washington, D.C. 20554 
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WorldCom, Inc. 
1133 19th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

David Levy 
Sidley, Austin, Brown & Wood 
1501 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
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Jenner & Block LLC 
601 Thirteenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Dan W. Long 

3033 Chain Bridge Road 
Oakton, Virginia 22185 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of Petition of WorldCom. Inc. ) 
Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the 
Communications Act for Preemption 
of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission Regarding 
Interconnection Disputes with 
Verizon Virginia Inc., and for 
Expedited Arbitration 

In the Matter of Petition of AT&T 
Communications of Virginia, Inc., 
Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the 
Communications Act for Preemption 
of the Junsdiction of the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission Regarding 
Interconnection Disputes with 
Venzon Virginia Inc., and for 
Expedited Arbitration 

CC Docket No. 00-218 

CC Docket No. 00-251 

DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

1. My name is Louis Minion. My business address is 1095 Avenue of the 

Amencas, New York, New York. I am Director - Financial Planning and Analysis in the 

Service Costs organization, which is part of the Finance Department at VerLzon. The 

Service Costs organization is responsible for developing costs for services provided by 

Venzon. I am responsible for economic analyses and cost studies for Verizon’s products 

and services. In particular, I supervise the conduct of non-recumng cost studies, and I 

also provide other regulatory support. 

2. I have over 20 years of expenence with Venzon and its predecessor 

companies. I began my career with New York Telephone Company in June 1982 as an 

Outside Plant Engineer, where I was pnmanly responsible for trouble report rate analysis, 

outside plant mechanization projects, budgets, estimate case preparation and work orders. 



In September 1986, I was promoted to the position of Staff Director in the Service Costs 

organization. In this position, I worked on special studies related to outside plant 

facilities before embarking on a special 11-month internship program at Bellcore in 1987. 

From August 1988 through December 1994, I worked on customer-specific pricing 

requests for large business users. In January 1995, I assumed responsibility for vanous 

aspects of cost study, cost study witnessing and other support associated with 

predominantly wholesale products. In August 2002, I assumed my current 

responsibilities in Service Costs. 

3. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Applied Mathematics from 

Columbia University, which I earned in 1982, and a Master of Science degree in 

Mechanical Engineering from the New Jersey Institute of Technology, which I earned in 

1989. In addition, I have attended many courses and seminars on relevant topics, 

including courses at the University of Maryland University College, Duke University 

Fuqua School of Business, and the Brookmgs Institute. 

4. The purpose of my declaration is to respond to AT&T/WorldCom’s 

compliance filing submitting non-recurnng charges. I demonstrate that the rates 

submitted by AT&T/WorldCom are substantially below any realistic measure of efficient 

forward-loolung costs because AT&T/WorldCom have omitted critical steps required to 

perform the activities they model and have made unsupported and nonsensical or 

inconsistent assumptions about the steps they do include. As a result, they have 

significantly underestimated the times required to perform the non-recumng activities. 

5 .  Venzon VA has filed an application for review of the Wireline 

Competition Bureau’s August 29,2003 Order in the above-referenced case, as well as a 
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motion for stay, with the Commission. As descnbed in those filings, the Order’s 

decisions with respect to non-recumng charges prejudge major policy issues now under 

consideration by the full Commission. In addition, a number of aspects of the Order are 

contrary to both Commission precedent and the record in this proceeding. Although 

AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance NRCs suffer from the flaws Venzon VA has already 

identified in these filings, I do not repeat those arguments here. Instead, my declaration 

focuses on the new non-recurring rates submitted by AT&T/WorldCom for elements for 

which they had previously not provided rates. 

6. Manual Loor, Oualification and Engineerinn Ouery: AT&T/WorldCom 

have provided no support for the non-recumng charges they submit for performing 

manual loop qualifications and engineering quenes. Instead the “assumption” on which 

they base their time for both activities IS a single sentence from their Reply Testimony: 

“Given modem databases and recordkeeping systems, it should not take any longer, on 

average, than half an hour for an engineering assistant to pull loop makeup information 

manually and fax or otherwise transmit that information to a competitor.” 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony at 169. This is sheer speculation. 

AT&T/WorldCom provide no testimony or other evidence showing what database or 

record-keeping system could be used in performing these activities, what it would cost to 

purchase or install, or what it would cost to develop software to operate the system and to 

populate it with data. 

7. In addition, it is clear that AT&T/WorldCom omit critical steps that are 

required to perform a manual loop qualification and an engineering query. For example, 

AT&T/WorldCom start the process by stating that Engineering or an Engineering Clerk 
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will “Pull and analyze order.. .” But nowhere do they account for the submission or 

processing of such an order, including any orders that may fall out for manual handling or 

correction. The charge for access to OSS included in the Order covers the costs of access 

to the electronic systems, but does not include any time for those instances where manual 

handling might be required; that time must be reflected in these activities. 

8. Moreover, AT&TIWorldCom propose the same rate (based on the same 

time estimate) for both a manual loop qualification and for an engineering query. But the 

two activities are not the same. A manual loop qualification provides CLECs with the 

loop length and an indication whether the loop is qualified for DSL services. In addition, 

if the loop is not qualified, the response to a manual loop qualificahon provides the 

reason not qualified. The information returned to the CLEC in response to an 

engineenng query is more detailed than the information returned in response to a loop 

qualification request. With an engineenng query, Verizon VA provides a full loop make- 

up, includmg loop length, type of facility, cable gauge for each section of the loop, 

location of any load coils, and location and length of any bridged tap. 

AT&T/WorldCom, however, do not differentiate at all in the time required to perform 

these two activities. 

9. For all of these reasons, it is clear that AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed non- 

recurring charges for Manual Loop Qualifications and Engineering Queries substantially 

understate the forward-loolung costs of these activities. As explained in its application 

for review, Verizon VA disagrees with the Order’s decision to adopt the 

AT&T/WorldCom model. But if that model is used, it must at least reflect the steps 

required to perform the non-recumng activities. Attachment A to my declaration, at 
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pages 2-3, demonstrates the steps that AT&T/WorldCom have omtted from these 

activities, and the times required to perform them. Page 1 to that Attachment shows the 

costs that would result if these times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor 

rates, were included in the non-recumng charge. While these adjustments do not 

“correct” the AT&T/WorldCom model or make it adequate for developing non-recuning 

costs, they at least reflect the steps that must actually occur to perform the non-recumng 

activity. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rates should be rejected, and rates 

based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

10. Enaineerinn Work Order: AT&T/WorldCom also have omitted critical 

steps required to generate an engineering work order. Moreover, the times estimated for 

the steps they have included are contradicted by their own testimony in this proceeding. 

As a result, they have substantially understated the time required to perform this activity. 

For example, AT&T/WorldCom’s first step is “Design work requirements . . . after 

research of cable plat(s); draw schematic of work required including outside plant 

locations.” AT&T/WorldCom allow 10 minutes for this step. This is woefully 

inadequate. As AT&T/WorldCom stated in their Reply Testimony, “Research of cable 

plats should not take more than a half-hour for deloading (three to four load locations) 

and/or unbndging (one to three bndged tap locations).” AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel 

Reply, Att. A ¶ 29. As a result, the time to generate an engineering work order must be 

increased by at least 30 minutes in order to include the critical step of researching the 

cable plats. 

11. Moreover, AT&T/WorldCom drastically understate the time required to 

perform the remaining activities in their first step. According to AT&T/WorldCom, it 
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takes only 10 minutes to design the work requirements and draw the schematic of the 

work required. This IS not possible today, and hypothetical future designs that are not 

currently available should not be included in cost studies and UNE rates. In addition, 

AT&T/WorldCom’s suggestion that engineers could use simple “fill in the blanks” 

diagrams, AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A ¶ 31, is unrealistic and 

contradicted by their own insistence that Venzon VA should keep its plant records 

updated. See, e.g., AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony at 164. When 

Verizon VA prepares an engineering work order to remove bridged tap, for example, a 

more detailed schematic of the work location and adjacent cable sections is necessary to 

keep the cable plats as up to date as possible. Moreover, if there are worhng lines on 

both branches of a bridged cable facility, Verizon VA must locate spare facilities in order 

to engineer the transfer of one set of working lines to a different cable in order to remove 

the bridged tap from the requested loop. Ten minutes to perform all of these tasks is 

clearly insufficient. 

12. Attachment A, page 4, to my declaration demonstrates the steps for 

generating an Engineering Work Order that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the 

times required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if 

these times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the 

non-recurring charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate should be 

rejected, and a rate based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

13. Line Sharinn - Connect and Disconnect: AT&T/WorldCom understate 

the costs associated with these non-recurring activities because they make unrealistic 

assumptions about how long it will take to perform the work required. For example, for 
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connecting a lineshanng arrangement, the AT&T/WorldCom model assumes that it takes 

only one minute each to run two cross-connections: one from the cable and pair 

appearance on the frame to the CLEC’s equipment and the other from the CLEC’s 

equipment to the Venzon office equipment appearance on the frame. That makes no 

sense: unless Venzon VA had technicians stationed at numerous locations around every 

frame just waiting to install a cross-connect (a gross inefficiency to which 

AT&T/WorldCom would, no doubt, object), it may well take more than a minute simply 

to locate the appropriate location on the frame for the customer that needs to be cut over. 

Verizon VA’s data, based on surveys of workers who actually install cross-connects, 

showed that running the cross-connections to the CLEC frame (including performing a 

continuity test) in fact takes an average of 8.5 minutes. See Verizon NRC Model at Tab 

123, CO Frame, Line 11. Venzon VA’s time is quick and efficient; AT&T/WorldCom’s 

is simply unrealistic. 

14. In addition, AT&T/WorldCom omit steps that are necessary to perform 

these functions. For example, they do not include any time for receiving and processing 

the CLECs’ orders to connect or disconnect linesharing. While the costs of the electronic 

interfaces are included in the charge for access to OSS, the costs of manual processing in 

those instances when the order falls out are not covered there, and need to be included 

here. Similarly, AT&T/WorldCom have omitted any time for the RCCC, which 

facilitates the provisioning of the CLECs’ orders (for example, where linesharing is to be 

provisioned on a newly installed voice line, the RCCC makes sure the line has been 

installed) and communicates with the CLECs, if necessary, concerning the provisioning 

of their orders. 



15. Attachment A, page 9, to my declaration demonstrate the steps that 

AT&T/WorldCom have omitted from the non-recumng activities necessary for 

connecting or disconnecting a linesharing arrangement, respectively, and the times 

required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these 

times, multiplied by AT&TIWorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recumng charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rates should be rejected, 

and rates based on Venzon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

16. Load Coil Removal: AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate for load coil 

removal should be rejected. First, the rate assumes that only field technician time would 

be involved in completing a load coil removal job. But this is incorrect. 

AT&T/WorldCom omit any time for the construction management center, which plans 

the work in the most efficient manner given available resources and dispatches the field 

technicians. 

17. Moreover, the times for the field technicians themselves are unsupported, 

understated, and nonsensical. AT&T/WorldCom’s model assumes that a load coil 

removal job will require work at three locations, with the first two being underground 

manhole locations and the third an aerial or buried location. See AT&T/WorldCom NRC 

Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. q[ 11. AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize that it should take 

20 minutes for the field technicians to travel to each underground splice location involved 

in the load coil removal job; because they assume two technicians, this results in their 

assumption of 80 minutes total for the underground work for this task. See 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. 1 11. 
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18. AT&TiWorldCom then assume that it will take only 10 minutes to drive 

from the second location to the third location. But the third location is as far from the 

second location as the second location is from the first. See AT&TiWorldCom NRC 

Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A 1 11. AT&TiWorldCom do not explain why it should 

take only half as long to drive the same distance. Further, AT&TiWorldCom account for 

only one technician’s time at the third location. Id. But the second technician is already 

out on the job and that employee’s time cannot just be disregarded. Since “Beam me up, 

Scotty” is not a technology that is currently available, AT&T/WorldCom’s estimates, and 

the resulting rate, must be increased to reflect one of three realistic scenarios: 1) 

inclusion of the second technician’s time at the third location; 2) inclusion of time for the 

technicians to dnve back to the central office or garage to drop off one technician and 

then have the other technician drive to the third site; or 3) inclusion of costs of a second 

truck to allow the second technician to go on to another job while the first technician goes 

to the third location. 

19. Moreover, Verizon VA’s survey of the field technicians who actually 

travel to the relevant locations demonstrates that it takes on average approximately 80 

total minutes for two technicians just to travel to a single location for underground work 

(and 160 minutes for two locations). See Verizon NRC Model at Tab 74, OSP 

OPERATIONSiLOGISTICS, Line 1 divided by three (since three underground locations 

are included in that tab). AT&T/WorldCom provide no basis for the claim that travel 

time could somehow be cut in half in a forward-looking environment. 

20. More generally, AT&T/WorldCom propose unrealistic and unsupported 

work times for virtually all the tasks the technicians must perform once they reach the 
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relevant locations. For example, AT&T/WorldCom hypothesize that two technicians can 

pump and ventilate a manhole in 15 minutes (for a total of 30 minutes of time). See 

AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply Testimony, Att. A q[ 11. But that would be true, if 

at all, only in the ideal case. In the real world, technicians must deal with obstacles such 

as extensive flooding or other difficulties. As a result, Venzon VA’s data demonstrates 

that the average time needed for two technicians to pump and ventilate a manhole is 

approximately 35 minutes (for a total of 70 minutes of time). See Venzon NRC Model at 

Tab 74, OSP OPERATIONSlLOGISTICS, Line 4 divided by three (since three 

underground locations are included in that tab). 

21. Attachment A, pages 5-6, to my declaration demonstrates the steps 

required for removing load coils that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the times 

required to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these 

times, multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recurring charge. Accordingly, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate should be rejected, 

and a rate based on Verizon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

22. Bridped Tuv Removal: AT&T/WorldCom also use internally inconsistent 

time assumptions in developing their proposed charge for bridged tap removal. For 

example, AT&T/WorldCom assert that bridged tap removal will occur only at aerial and 

buried locations, because “bridged tap should not exist in underground feeder cable close 

to the central office.” AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Testimony at 7. Yet 

AT&T/WorldCom account for only 20 minutes of travel time in their rate (assuming one 

technlcian). See AT&T/WorldCom NRC Panel Reply at 168, Attach. A. ‘j 12. Given 

AT&T/WorldCom’s own travel time assumptions described above for load coil removal, 

10 



however, this makes no sense. As descnbed above, AT&T/WorldCom assume it will 

take 20 minutes to get from the central office to the first underground feeder cable 

location, which is “close to the central office” -- AT&T/WorldCom Compliance 

Testimony at 7 -- and then 20 minutes to get to the second location and at least 10 

minutes to get from there to the aerial or buried location. If this is so, it cannot take only 

20 minutes to get all the way out to the third location -- the same amount of time that it 

takes to get to the location that is the closest to the central office. AT&T/WorldCom’s 

bndge tap removal rate accordingly must be revised to include at least 50 minutes of 

travel time. 

23. Attachment A, page 7, to my declaration demonstrates the steps required 

for removal of bridged taps that AT&T/WorldCom have omitted, and the times required 

to perform these activities. Page 1 shows the costs that would result if these times, 

multiplied by AT&T/WorldCom’s assumed labor rates, were included in the non- 

recurring charge. Accordingly, ATlkTIWorldCom’s proposed rate should be rejected, 

and a rate based on Verizon VA’s time estimates should be adopted instead. 

24. AT&T/WorldCom’s compliance filing is flawed in other respects as well. 

AT&T/WorldCom have included non-recumng charges for elements that are not offered 

by Verizon VA and which Verizon VA has no plans to offer. For example, 

AT&T/WorldCom include non-recurring charges for a migration (hot cut) for DS1 or 

DS3 circuits to a customer’s premises. Venzon VA does not offer hot cuts for DSls or 

DS3s. 

25. In addition, AT&T/WorldCom have proposed non-recumng charges for 

total service resale. But for resale of services, the appropriate non-recurring charge is the 

11 



retail NRC minus the avoided cost discount. In calculating the avoided cost discount for 

resale of services, this is the methodology Verizon VA followed, and which the Order 

adopted with only minor changes. Order¶¶ 693,697. Establishing separate non- 

recumng charges for resold services, as AT&T/WorldCom have done, would require 

revisions to the entire avoided cost study, contrary to the terms of the Order. 

Consequently, these proposed rates should be rejected. 

26. Moreover, as Verizon VA explaned in its application for review, 

AT&T/WorldCom fail to include rates for numerous non-recumng tasks that Verizon VA 

does perform. AT&T/WorldCom’s model includes only 31 NRCs (plus another 18 

separately stated disconnection NRCs), and their compliance filing adds another seven 

(one of which is a separately stated disconnection NRC). Yet Verizon VA proposed rates 

for 115 non-recurring tasks. See Order 

clearly does not fully account for all of the relevant non-recumng costs, and it should 

have been rejected by the Order on this basis alone. 

581-82. AT&T/WorldCom’s model thus 

27. Finally, AT&T/WorldCom decline to propose any cost shanng 

arrangement “to recapture previously paid non-recumng charges.” AT&T/WorldCom 

Compliance Decl. at 10 AT&T/WorldCom state that designing any such system raises 

“any number of difficult questions,” id., and would be “complex[ I.” Id. at 13. Verizon 

VA has previously explained that any cost sharing arrangement would be inappropriate, 

since the CLEC first requesting the service causes Verizon VA to incur the cost of that 

activity, Moreover, as AT&T/WorldCom state, the attempt to design such a system 

would raise difficult and complex questions. Verizon VA therefore agrees that no such 

arrangement should be established. 
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28. This concludes my declaration. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on November 14,2003 



A 



MINUTES 

ATTACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC DOCKET NOS. M)-218,00-249 AND 00-251 
NOVEMBER 18,2003 

NON-RECURRING ELEMENTS - COMPARISON 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order (1) 
Load Coil Removal (2) 

Bridged Tap Removal (3) 
Line Sharing Connect w/o Prem Visit 
Line Sharing Connect w/ Prem Visit 

Line Sharing Disconnect 

AT&T/MCI 
Omitted Other AT&T/MCi VZ-VA Assumed 

AT&T/MCI Functional Omissions NRCM Plus Times as Labor 
NRCM Steps (See Notes) Omissions Filed Rate 

30 00 
30 00 
30 00 
422 50 
54 50 
8 i o  
8 i o  
7 60 

32 65 
32 65 
403 49 
104 54 
44 38 
37 99 
183 97 
2 59 

62 65 
62 65 

3000 46349 
4525 57229 
101 25 20013 

46 09 
192 07 
10 19 

(1) Research of Cable Plats 
(2) Inclusion of Second Technician and 20 minutes drivetime to third location 
(3) Inclusion of additional 30 minutes drive time to aerialburied location plus 

recognition of underground work required for bridged tap removal for 18% of time 

COSTS WITHOUT OVERHEAD 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order 
Load Coil Removal 

Bridged Tap Removal 
Line Sharing Connect w/o Prem Visit 
Line Sharing Connect w/ Prem Visit 

Line Sharing Disconnect 

COSTS' WITH 8% OVERHEAD 

Manual Loop Qualification 
Engineering Query 

Engineering Work Order 
Load Coil Removal 

Bridged Tap Removal 
Line Sharing Connect w/o Prem Visit 

Line Sharing Connect w/ Prem Visit 
Line Sharing Disconnect 

AT&T/MCI 
NRCM 

$23 63 
$23 63 
$23 63 
$344 62 
$44 45 
$5 49 
$5 49 
$5 15 

AT&T/MCI 
NRCM 

$25 52 
$25 52 
$25 52 
$372 19 
$48 01 
$5 93 
$5 93 
$5 56 

Omitted 
Functional 

Steps 

$25 71 
$25 71 
$317 75 
$85 27 
$38 20 
$25 75 
$124 67 
$1 76 

Omitted 
Functional 

Steps 

$27 77 
$27 77 
$343 17 
$92 09 
$39 i o  
$27 81 
$134 65 
$1 90 

Other AT&T/MCI 
Omissions NRCM Plus 
(See Notes) Omissions 

$49 34 
$49 34 

$23 63 $365 00 
$36 91 $466 80 
$82 59 $163 24 

$31 24 
$130 16 
$6 91 

122 47 
14951 
695 72 

1,303 01 
307 09 
59 66 
205 64 

15 66 

VZ-VA 
Times as 

Filed 

$96 44 
$11774 
$547 88 
$1,062 82 
$250 48 
$40 43 
$139 36 
$10 61 

Other AT&T/MCI VZ-VA 
Omissions NRCM Plus Times as 
(See Notes) Omissions Filed 

$25 52 
$39 86 
$89 19 

$53 28 
$53 28 
$394 20 
$504 14 

-~~ $176 30 
$33 73 
$140 58 
$7 46 

$104 16 
$127 16 
$591 71 
$1,147 85 
$270 52 
$43 67 
$150 51 
$11 46 

$47 25 
$47 25 
$47 25 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$40 66 
$40 66 
$40 66 

* All costs are determined by taking identified time multiplied by AT&T/MCi NRCM Labor Rate 

page 1 of 9 



AT&T/MCI -- VlRGINL4 COMPLlANCE FILING ON ADDITDNAL BROADBAND NRCS 

A%wLw=s 
S c a m  d -ulmtlonr AlT8TWCm NRC Pa& R q t y  (d p 1881, Ynl- dherrrue M e d  
Labor char@ at the rete lor FMAC (Source lor Rate AT&TWCm NRCM Input Res&. tenera1 Labor Rd-1 

step No step Descriplion 

(Engineering cIe 
makeup #forma' 

501 to competitor 

Pull and anslyre order. pull loop 
,manually and tranrmn that ,dormatlo" 

30 100% Sa725 

VERIZON RM;C to p&m sdminlslrative checks 
VERKON RCCC Io v&fy dispatch and coordinate sppropriais tesllng 

wnhthedinpatohedtechnician 
MRIZON RCCC to update work adlW ~n required SFtemS 
VERIZON RCCC to Iw DMARC order intormation a d o r  lestlng 

res* m WFPE 
MRIZON FMC r e e m  and renew8 the IDDO aualdloatlonlon from 

the RCCC forthare circulll the, &"id not be t&ed and 
thore 1,nS that qusllled lor the reqGeSled **Ma 

VERIZON FMC ' ~ ~ i g m  I s h  to Ewlneenng C I a  Io oheok Paper 
r-rds 

VERIZON FMC r e e m  and m e w s  Nolioe lor Manual lnqulry 
M R l Z W  FMC researobes the WACS delabasslor 1mtns1 location. 

cable count. and tslephan, numbn(s1 
VERlZON FMC  mews cr--Me- dldionsryforpld nurnber(s1 
VERIZON FMC pulk cable plat(s) foraenal and undeqmund m e  
MRIZON FMC &ermi- from the cable plat(r1 lh lap  letnth by 

calculating the dlrtanoe lmm the oentral ollla, to the IeMw 
tM7,llMI 

VERIZON FMC determinss lmm the cable platis) the presence Or 

absenceof loadwils. bndgedfsprarwhefherlacilltlesrara 
on DLC 

MRlZON FMC enters LMU and oount qualdier coder lntD UACS and 
UVEWIRE 

VERIZON FMC pDws information to the Imp qualdi~atidn lorn 
VERIZON FMC lamardr l a p  quallication lorn lothe Englneerlor 

VERIZON FMC IEMWB and analyzes data supplied by the Ewlneerlw 
clen and pas Istothe loop quallkcationlorm 

MRIZON FMC return completed la- qualdloabon lorn tot% NMC 

EMew 

$23 63 89 8 

12363 

I" step 501 

I" step 501 
In step 501 

In Step 501 
I" step 501 
I" step 501 

h step 501 

In step 501 

I" step 501 
I" step 501 

In step 501 

I" Step 501 
I" step 501 

0 31 

1 0 1  
6 42 

6 I 7  
I3 36 

5 3 8  

6 52 

355 
634 

999 
4 83 
6 8 5  

1627 

1224 

5 91 
4 4 9  

3 28 

5 80 
3 64 

pwOE2dS 

ATTACHMENT A 
D E C M A T I O N  OF LOUIS MINION 

CC WCKET NOS W-218. (xu49 AND W-251 
NOVEMBER 18.2003 



AT&T/MCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS ATTACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MiNlON 

CC DOCKET NOS. 00-218,00-249 AND 00-251 
NOVEMBER 18,2003 Engineering Query 

AssumDtions 
Source of assumptions: AT&T/WCom NRC Panel Reply (at p. la), unless otherwise noted 
Labor charged at the rate for FMAC (Source for Rate AT&T/WCom NRCM Input Records, General Labor Rater) 

Step No Step Descnption 
Time 

(minutes) Probabillty 

(Engineenng) Pull and analyze order, pull loop makeup information manually and 
501 transrnii that information to cornpetnor 30 100% 

Total Cost (without overhead) 

VERIZON NMC to Receive Local SeMce Request from the CLEC and print, review, type and 
confirm the order request for changes in exsting account 

VERIZON NMC to respond to andor change CLEC's pending Local Service Request 
VERIZON RCCC to perform administrative checks 
VERIZON RCCC to venfy dispatch and coordinate appropnate testing mth the dispatched 

technicran 
VERIZON RCCC to update work activily in required systems 
VERIZON RCCC to log DMARC order information andor testing resulis in WFNC 
VERIZON FMC receives and reviews the loop qualdication form from the RCCC 
VERIZON FMC researches the LFACS database for terminal location, cable count, and telephone 

nurnber(s) 
VERIZON FMC reviews cross-reference dictionaty for pial number@) 
VERIZON FMC pulis cable piat(s) for aenal and underground route 
VERIZON FMC determines from the cable plat@) the presence or absence of load coiis, bridged 

taps or whether lacillties are on DLC 
VERIZON FMC creates worksheet indicating the length of the run, the gauge of the wre and 

location of any bndged tap($, load coils or DLC 
VERIZON FMC completes loop make-up form from the vvorksheet 
VERIZON FMC updates LFACS DB mth length, gauge, bndged tap@), load coiis and DLC 

information and update LIVEWIRE wth ADSL loop length 
VERIZON FMC forwards information to the NMC 

* Venzon Forward-Looking Time equals Current Time xTypical Occurrence Factor x Forward-Looking Adjustment Factor 

VERIZON 
Labor Fwd- 
Rate Cost wthout Looking 

($/hour) Overhead Time' 

$4725 $2363 1169 

$23.63 

0 31 
101 
6 42 

6 17 
13 36 
5 3 8  

In Step 501 10 32 

In Step 501 16 65 
InStep501 822 
In Step 501 11 41 

inStep501 2040 

In Step 501 21 95 
InStep501 917 

In Step 501 11 33 
InStep501 741 

An A-Minion-VA AnMCiLNRCs2 ds page 3 of 9 11/18/2003 



Engineering Work Order 

AT&T/MCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS ATrACHMENT A 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

CC DOCKET NOS 00-218, 00-240 AND 00-251 
NOVEMBER 18,2003 

Assumatimp 
Source of arruymlionr' Attachment A to AThThVCom NRC Panel Reply (paras. 24-25). unlers othembe noted 
T a s k  and bmes should be based on forward-lmking proeesres 
Condibm m e  pair at a time (Virginia &bibelion Order at paras 641-2) 
Applies once per s e ~ c e  d e r  (Virginia Arbibalion Order at paras. 643) 
Labor charged a1 the rate lor FMAC (Source lor Rate AThThVCorn NRCM Input Records, General Labar Rates) 

Step No Step Descnplim 

Design work requirement (e g , remove bndged lqo(s), remove load colls) after research 
01 cable plat(s). draw SchemaPC 01 wak required including oukide plant I-bm 

Send q i e s  a1 engineering work d e r  to Construucbon and Accounbng 
Receive complelim nobce horn Cmsmcbon and final post h e  wMk Mder on h e  cable 

701 
702 Update LFACS and LIVEWIRE 
703 

704 plat(s) 

Total Cost (&hour omhaad) 

MRUON Upon request la an Engmeenng W a k  Order. acquire wak order number 
MRUON Prepare field notes and cmtacl telephone numben 
VERRON Design wak requirement (e g , remove bndged tap(*), remove load cab) after research 

01 cable olaUsl 

No of T imepr  Labw Cost VERlZON 
Time TotalTime Pamala Pair Rate without Fwd-Lmkmg 

(minutes) Probability (mmutes) Time (minutes) ($/hour) Ovemead Time' 

10 100% 10 1 10 $4725 $788 17182 
5 100% 5 1 5 $4725 $394 4597 
5 100% 5 1 5 $4725 $394 2002 

10 100% 10 1 10 $4725 $788 5441 

m a  123.63 

~ ~ I ~ I  ~ ~~~ 

MRlZON Drawachemabc 01 wak required Including Wkide plant l~cabcin 
MRlZON Check fa and &tan any necessary pmlk 
MRUON Send Schemahc (0 Engineenng Clerk fa drafung of work pnnl and prepsbng 01 cable 

PWI 
VERRON Rece~e schemabc hom engineer fw draftlng 
MRlZON Complete h e  work pnnt 
MRQON ?re-post cable pial@) 
MRlZON Update LFACS and LIVEWIRE 
VERUON Fwward wmpleted wak pmduct to Engineer 
MRRON Review final design horn draftlng 
VERlZON Acquire necessq and appmpnate approvd 
MRlZON Schedule w a k  mth C m m c b m  
MRlZON Sand copier 01 engineering wwk d e r  to Ccinwct lm and Acmnbng 
VERlZON Receive complebm m b c e  fmm CDllstrucbm (Lmp Engineer) 
VERlZON Complete and farnard billing infarmanon to Special Billing Unit 
VERlZON R-N~ complebm nobce horn C m m c b w I  and find p s l  h e  work Mder m h e  cable 

plat(s) (Draftsprsm) 

* Venzm Fwward-Lmkmg Time equals Current Time x Typical Occurrence FacWx Forward-Lmklng Adpment  Facta 

An A-Minim-VA ATTMCLNRCr2 & page4019 

5 67 
78 22 

In Step 701 
In Step 701 

90 31 

1481 
10 50 
79 83 
23 66 

In Step 702 
6 4 3  
1535 
1781 
24 34 

In Step 703 
1400 
22 55 

In Step 704 

11/18/2003 



AT&TNCI --VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS AlTACCHMEMA 
DECLARATION OF LOUIS MINION 

NOVEMBER 142m9 
cc DOCKET NOS. mnq m2u) AND mm 

Load Coil Removal from Loops Greater than 18,000 feet 

Time 
(minutes) wl 
adllbtment 

(fa 
mmpanscn) 

MRIZON 
Fwd- Time 

(minutes) 
from AU A 

20 
5 
15 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 

N o d  Tdal 
No d L ~ l l o R F  Time 

Techniciam (Probablh~) (minutes) 

No d 
Palm at a 

Time Step No 

601 
602 
603 
604 
605 
BOB 
607 
608 
8cB 
eio 
61 1 

m 
5 
15 

2 2 80 
2 2 20 
2 2 M 

60 
20 
60 
20 
20 
20 
12 

40 
40 
40 

m 

$48 94 
$48 94 
$43 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$46 94 
w 84 
w 94 
w 94 
w 94 
164894 

365 25 
$1631 
$48 94 
$1631 
$1631 
$1631 
s78 
$16 31 
53263 
163263 
$3263263 

243 44 

485 47 
207 19 
156 03 

43 71 
8025 
16038 

I 07 23 

mi 75 

5 
5 
2 
05 1 

1 0 5  
10 
10 
10 

2 2 20 
2 2 40 
2 2 40 
2 2 40 12569 

612 
613 
614 
605 
615 
€07 
608 
609 
616 
517 

i o  
5 

1 0 5  5 
1 0 5  25 

1 5 
25 
5 

2 5  

164894 
$4694 
w 94 
w 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 
$48 94 

$4 08 
$204 
$4408 
$2 04 
8 82 
$1 22 
$204 
$4 08 
$4 08 
$4 08 

121 72 
63 61 
5394 
78 w 
1w88 
21 66 
W13 
80 I 6  

10 
5 
1 

05 
05 
10 
10 
10 

1 
1 

1 5  
25 
5 
5 
5 

1 0 5  25 
1 05 5 
1 0 5  5 
1 0 5  5 62 94 

518 
619 
620 
615 
607 
608 
621 
622 

1 05 5 

1 0 5  1 
1 0 5  0 5  

5 
05 

$46 94 
$484894 
$48 94 
$48 94 
164894 
$48 94 
$4694 
w 84 

$4 08 
w4i 
8 62 2 2 

2 1 
3 0 5  
5 0 5  
3 3 
5 5 

1 05 1 
i 0 5  15 
1 0 5  25 

8 82 
$1 22 
$204 
$1 22 

I 5  
25 
15 
25 

~ 

1 05 15 
1 0 5  25 $2 (I( 

p a g e 5 d 8  llll8/axu 



AT&T/MCI -- VIRGINIA COMPLIANCE FILING ON ADDITIONAL BROADBAND NRCS A'ITACHYENTA 
DECLARAllON OF LOUIS MINION 

NOVEMBER 1 8 . m  
cc WCKETNOS o o 2 t a , o o . m ~ ~ ~ o o m  

Load Coil Removal from Loops Greater than 18,000 feet 

W R G R O U N D  LOAD COIL REMOVAL 
VZCMC CMC b~ l tbSwakmera l~as~nECRlS lCMAl  MACEM 

Time 
(minutes) wl VERIZON 

Tims adplment NO d Tdal NO d Timeper bba Fwd- 
(mlnvtes) (tW No d L a a l ~ a s  Time P a m a l a  Pair Rate CmWnhoUf Lodong 

I r a n  An A mpanson)  Technuare (Probablty) (mmutes) Time (Shzur) Overhead Time' 
$34462 

Parcent Underground 50 t% 
urn 
36% 
15M 

I" step €01 
I" step M)2 
I" sap em 
I" Step 603 
In Step 6 M  
I" Step 804 
I" Step €@5 
I" Step 608 
In Step 807 
I" Step 608 
I" Step 609 
I" step 61 I 

59W 
3850 
1504 

In step 612 
In stsp 613 
In step 614 
I" Step €@5 

In Step 815 
In Stsp 607 
In Step 608 
I" step 609 
I" steD 617 





S Z  

EL 9 

SC s 

E l  

E O  
F O O  

SZ 0 
I 

5 0  
s o  

1 

S Z  

%00 1 

%Z 
%Z 

%WI 
%W1 
%DO, 
%WI 

%S 

%on 1 

9 1  

S I  
E Z  

SZ 0 
1 
90 
S O  

oz 

s z  

%Z 
%Z 

%W 1 
%W1 
%OO 1 
%OO 1 

%5 

%WI 



ATdTIMC1.- VlRGlNlACOMPLlANCE FILING ON ADDlTlONAL BROADBAND NRCS 

UNE SH- MRlZON F w d l m k i w  Time' 
Recelve Local SeMce Request (LSR) from the CLEC a d  pr8nI. mqew Npe a d  cantlrm the order request lor new lmtallation andor account 
Reoelve Looal SeMce Request from the CLEC and prim. rev~ew, Npe and codlrm the order request lor changes m e*tlng accoum 
R e s ~ o d  a d o r  chame CLEc's ~ e d l m  Local S e ~ c e  Request 

VZ NMC 
VZ NMC 
VZ NMC 

1285 
0 22 
0 67 

VZ RCCC Ac- WFlvc to be& coo&t#on pr&a (Ereener) 
VZ RCCC Analyze order lor work adivlfy (Soreener) 
VZ RCCC Elimiwte rca&laoks from the order (Ereener) 
VZ RCCC Awlyze order lor related o&n (CRO) (Screener) 
VZ RCCC &sign ardertolechnioian (ScreeneO 
VZ RCCC Perform adminlstralive checks 
VZRCCC RemouesnvIacilWroa&lmks ororablem 
VZ RCCC Venfy P & # o ~ ~ ~ ~ N E W  UNE lmfsllatlon b s  been performed by the lleld forces (Cheok WFIVW. os11 C S C  escalate-rf necessani) 
VZ RCCC Update work a o t W  8n required systems 
VZ RCCC Natdy CLEC 01 Iine/clrcull completion 
VZ RCCC Log DMARC order information andtorfestlw results ~n WFAX: 
VZ RCCC Complete the order 
VZ RCCC On DD a1 end of tour, complete order In WFlvc 
VZ RCCC H a CLEC poslqo- the order yls a telephone oa11 lo the RCCC. enter JEPNFC m WFlvc pendmg OD change 
VZ RCCC It NO access on Line enter JEPNFC m WFAX: & raschedule 1pon recelpt of firm DD ohawe 
VZAPC h i g n  omsldeplant ardcsnfral o~icElacilitieslornohllowthm~hseMceorden 
VZ C 0 Retneve FCMSmRKS oWut @ape, copy) a d  wW the tnlormsllon 
VZ C 0 Trawl to remotdunmannsd central onice lorlhe purpose 01 performing frame ptoYlsian8ng work 
VZ C 0 Confirm the s q n m e m  by wWiw that the cable and pair assignment B M r l e d  

NdifyRCCCoIanytrolbleaandabtainner,esrignment 
piace MV cws connsa,on(s) [Including ~mermed~ate 18e p m )  adtesi to ,mure 
dial t o w  lea- f k  central ollice OK or oirouil hsr continwiy Conned CLEC dlal 
t o n e M t  mpearance port) 10 vertical cable end pau looafion on MDF 
H 8 pmblem meum, resalve the prablem urth field ~mltallstlon tschnrclam and the 
RCCC to #mure that the CLEC can reach * snd~usar ai lk llme 01 lmtallatloo 

vz c o 

VZ C 0 

VZ C 0 
VZ OSP 

Complete ordsr m FCMSmRKS 
Dfaln DDDstCh Into ~a CAT 

053 
0 43 
0 27 
035 
0 55 
I 3 8  
110 
0 89 
2 67 
1 0 6  
166 
135 
O W  
ow 
0 27 
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I" step 48 
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4 69 
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28 74 
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16 36 
4 9 9  
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6 54 

20 76 
1070 
2 75 
11 08 
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0 e9 
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032 
0 30 
0 81 
on 
011 

I" step 48 
I" slql56 
Instep210 
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